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Drawing upon reading and text comprehension theories 
and the sociolinguist ic studies, of M. A. K. Halliday and R. Hasan, 
this paper builds theoretical -links between- the reading and writing 
processes. The major portion of the paper discusses the five' language 
concepts that-undergird both processes: (1) tex^ processing in both 
reading and writing results in knowledge acquisition, integration," 
and use, as the reader or writer seeks .and activates relevant 
schemata; (2) text -processing is preceded and directed by' the 
language user's understanding of the context of situation'- in^tfhich 
the processing pccursr (3) the reader or writer . employs* 'edghitive and 

gs » 
by 

, r . _ . . the 

resources »of the system, synthesizes the data being processed, and ' 
keeps account of the alternative meanings and structures until such 
time that one is selected for realization; and (5) the processing of 
text is guided by the previous discourse processed and the current 
cognitive text worlds "that have resulted 'from,' as-.well as guided, 
such processing. {Figure's illustrating the text -are included.) 
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USING TEXT COMPREHENSION AS A METAPHOR FOR UNDERSTANDING TEXT PRODUCTION: BUILDING 
BRIDGE'S BETWEEN READING AND WRITING ■ ' ' 

, . Stephen B. Kucer 

** . * Indiana University # - 

Recently, there has b£en an increased interest by various, segments in the 

• * * 

academic community in how language users go about learning and -producing written 

discourse* Researchers and t theoreticians in such varied fields as education, 

* i 

cognitive psychology, and^ English are presently generating hypotheses which 
attempt to explain those ppetatipns that writers are involved with when producing 
text. While it certainly^c^nnot be denied that the research which has evolved frpm 

* r 

these fields during the last decade has' vastly. increased our \inder standing of text 

( production, the task of further developing , and extending jtl^is knowledge is monu- 

1 mental* However, if we are willing, to utilize the findings^ and theoretical con- 
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structs In other related language domains, the task becomes more manageable and 

>the lilcellhogd of Consensus afising among researchers and theoreticians increases. 

. We are also fortunate in the sense that much of the groundwork- has already 

been laid for'us. 'We arOSCot i&' the situation of the linguist .during the late 

fifties, having to advance our theories against a half century of American be- . 

h'avofismf* Nor do we, need to establish the fact that print is^simply an alternate 

expression of language, as many reading theorists were 'compelled to do in the 

* * \ 

seventies. And, while it i's* certainly true that the psychological processes 

involved in writing are not well understood, we are *in the advantageous position 

* * * * 

of being able to draw from the work accomplished -in linguistics and reading, and 
in the -process creating links with both. Finally, thyT!LeldS of sociolinguistics 
and cognitive psychology, while not firmly establig'hj^^j^i^ oi:r predecessors be- 
gan ta/rk *in their respective language areas, a're P^^jjj^^^Nvailable tQ ^Citing 
theorists, offering a correlation between theory 'and^^PivatioR „ K 1 
Theory can arise from a variety of sources. Steiner (1?78) proposes three 

maip approaches fco theorizing: reductive, deductive, ^nd retroductive. - In a 

* * ■ 

reductive approach to theory construction, the wanted theory is equivalent to 

the source -theory . Rather than new concepts being formulated or deduced, on$ 

' ■ *■ * ' 

searches for ready-made concepts. . Skinnarian psychology which reduces all be- 

it, » i 

havior, animal and human, to stimulus-response- reinforcement relationships would * * 
be an example of a reductive theory. 



J 



\ • Insert Figure 1 here. 
' ' * • ' ^<<J__ 

• • * 

In a deductive generation* of a theory, the wanted theory is derivable from 
the source theory. The theoretician searches <jut existing concepts and hypotheses 
froih which concepts and hypotheses dian be derived . ) For example, the source of 
hypotheses about the teaching- learning, process would be educatipnal literature/ 
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The use of structures and relationship in xme field of study, in this 

case reading, to support work and theory construction in another,, in this case 

> * • • " 

wfiting, is termed retroductive model building or the theory models approach. 

In this type of thepry constructon, an existing, theory is- used as a metaphor for t 

the generation of hypotheses for the wanted ^heory/ The theory models approach 

is therefore one in which ideas ate' originated and devised rather than simply ' 

sought out. * 

, _„„ ' , ^ — ^ ^ 

" 3 " * 

Insert Figure 2 here : " . > 



^The theory models approach, largely based as it: is upon analogy,, is of 
particular intere*st to "those interested in asking quesitons about "tke. -internal <. 
operations involved in writing. These questions have often been problematic 
i& that they concern a largely silent and unobservable process. We have.no direct 
access, no "windows to the mind" as in reading, to those' cognitive and lin- 
guistlc operations writers are utilizing when producing written .discourse. This 
fact h^s often stymied attempts to move beyond a product orientation, tfye ex- 
peridental problem being that we need to first have an explicifrepreaentatin of 
the ideas or intentions which were the starting point for^the writer (Bijk, 
1979). However, the validity of any theory can be convincing^not only based on 
empirical' eviffefece, v but* also by itls' "pptential for representing elaborate processes 

not accessible to non-theoretic^ discovery" (J3eaugrande, 1§81, p. 262). A v retro- ♦ 

% • s y >' 

duojtive approach to theorizing affords such potential for understanding the writing 

process. This will be particularly true if the theory model t "used as .the 'metaphor - 
* * . • »• ♦ „ ' 

> * "* • - * - 

/is' of Lcognitiw process with whicfc writing has much in common. Theories of -~ 

8 - " * >A 

reading comprehension can serve as tfhe source for the needed relationships, sferuc-. • 
tures and similarities in processes'. < * 
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There are several advantages in uking current theories of reading as the 
metaphor for the writing process** . First, since both text production and^text [ 
comprehenson ard language processes growing out^'f what Burke' (1981) has called 

a common linguistic data pool, m^ny of the psychological, socio lofeica^, and lin- 

, * ♦ ' * - * 

guistic factors ^operable in the reading process will have direct application to - , 

* i » . 

production processes * Concepts and hypotheses, as well as ^struqfures and re*- 
lationships, in theories \>f reading can therefore be^emp loured m when hypothesizing 
about production operations. It has been proposed by Beaugrande -&1980, 1981) 

% " T- V 

that writing should not be seen in isolation from communicative skills in general 

i 

and that hypotheses formulated in writing>neeg t<\ be closely aligned with current. . 
theories of r reading* VanDijk C1979) alfeo notes that tfie same basic information 
processing principles will be as operable in text production as tnfefy are in text* 
comprehension. These links between reading and writing can only come about if 

v" 

the two processes are viewed not as mirror images, one being the ^reverse of the- 

* f 

other, but as running in parallel and usipg the same mechanisms. In essence,^ 

# • 

writing becomes another instance oil text world production, drawing from^the same 

pool of cognitive and linguistic' operations as in reading, tflie advantage of this 

perspective is that it facilitates the integration of the two processes and gives 

support to the eventual 'formulation of \ a general language processor. 

The theory and model of text*production to be presented was generated and 

derived through use of &ie following reading and' text comprehension theories; * 

Rumelhart's interactive theory of reading (1977), ' ' m 

Kintsch and vanDijk's theory of text comprehension (197$), 
Goodma'n's psycholinguistic -theory of reading (1980) , and 
Beaugrande f s theory of text processing (1980). 

Key cekistru^ts and hypotheses were ^lso taken from the sociolinguistic Wrk of 

Halliday and Hasan (1980) and encorporated into the theory. , While space does not 

allow for a full explication af the writing theory and the transaction involved 
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between its major components, fiate key language comcepts which are proposed as 
undergirding both processes of reading 'and writing will be set forth and then 
briefly developed as. each concerns ^he writing^process". These five key concepts 
correspond to" the five key components of the writing model as .depicted in Figure 3. 



> , , - 



Insert Figure 3 here. 
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^ANCTAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 1: KNOWLEDGE. DOMAIN . Text processing, whether 
through reading 6r writing results in Tcnowledge acquisition; integration, and 
utilization as relevant Schemata are-sought out, activated, searched, and in- 
stantiated by the reader' or writer. • 

The knowledge domain- consists of all linguistic and' conceptual knowledge . 
which the individual writer has at his or her disposal. This knowledge is 
represented in the form of schemata. When text production is initiated, the writer" 
engages in a directed and continuous Search over these structures in a quest for 
relevant and appropriate information;. If -the writer's research or retrieval 
procedure is ^successful;. it results in the activating of the given schemata. Those 
schemata activated are subsequently evaluated and verified as containing the 
needed information, refined' if necessary , or .discarded if irrelevant. The 
schemata which are eventually. instantiated form a global skeleton' or framework 

" * 

around which the text is constructed/ serving as a data baSe-.for, and guiding the 
generation, - expansion, and integration of, propositions which will form the writer's 

******* 

internal* text world.* $ . 1 * \ / ' 

f m v, . ^ 

'While retrieval of relevant data £tpm long-term armory is often times one of 
the. major problems facing a writer, these attempt 3' can alsp.lead to the discovery 
of- new and relevant ideas % j leading to .transformations in existing cognitive 
structures and subsequently to schemata bulging or modification. Th,is phenomena - 
of discovery and learning .through writing can best'be explained thrdugh the - ' ' * 
concepts of schema <se arch and activation. The initial idea to, be developed guides 
the writer in a search for related, data as the writer, at tempts ,^to explore and work 
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out the thought, t , As this -search over stored knowledge spaces proceeds, the 
original' idea is manipulated' and becomes modified, ..extended, or even rejected 
as new Ideas are located and added to, or supplemented for, the original. In. 
turn, as- these new ideas are discovered, they may activate new schemata and lead to 
the further discovery of ideas. In this way, through proposition manipulation, 
spreading activation., and discovery,' the writer begins to consolidate hi£r or 

4 ' • 

V 

her meanings and extend the original idea^into a complete text; * * 

the manipulation arfd working out of ideas leads not only to a complete 

composition, but may also result in changed schemata, new linkages being made 

in ator6d knowledge, *or to the construction of entirely new schemata, writing 

becoming "a tool of exploration to see beyond what is known 11 (Murray, 1978)./ 

As various schemata are activated and spreading activation initiated along various 

* * v,. 

pathways, intersections between two- schemata which the writer had originally 
thought were unrelated wefy develop. -.These" points of intersection will lead the 
writer ^> predict possible relations among the schemata and hence td the discovery 

of new meaning's in the process (Beaugrande, 1980). Or, if these kinds of inter- 

' ' ' > ' ■ " ~~, , / 

sections between schemata do, not exist, the writer may need to biiild them? trans- 

forming the existing schemata in the' process. It is within these, kifcds of writing 

contexts which an author's comprehension of an , experience, ev^iit^ or concepfa^e' 

altered. < . 



Insert -Figure 4 here. 



LANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER ■ 2 : CONTEXT OF SITUATION AND REGISTER^ Text 
processing is preceded and directed by the language user's understanding ,bf ' * 
the context of situation in which the processing occurs. .This understanding 
sets parameters on the meanings t and structures which can be realized In any 
given ii>stance of text processing. % 9 

Text production is not only, a psycholinguistic process. Nor' does writing * 
• ♦ •,, ** * • 

, ' ' y - & 

occur within a communicative vacuum, devoid of situational and social supports 
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and restrictions-* - Rather, texts evolve within highly contextualized and functional 
settings, the context of situation imbuing the writer with a ^sense of communi- 
cative purpose and guiding the generation of meanings through activation of schema- 
ta relevant* to' the context . Without such contexts, and the -goals* which evolve 
from them, the system itself ^ould lack directicpiality , making it impossible # for 
texts to be planned or generated. Writing therefore is a phenomenon which is ^ 

as much sociolinguis^ric as psycholingulstic'in nature. » 

# /* ~ 

Tlie context of situation can be formally defined as all those aspect's of. 
the gloSal and local environment which have a direct bearing or impact on the 
construction of* text. It is th£ -environment in which text\unfolds and in which 
it is interpreted (Halliday & Hasan, 1980). The context precedes and guides the 
production of ,text, serving to constrain as well as to support the process. . The 
context constrains .and supports in that it guides the writer's search for appro- 
priate, orr relevant processing strategies and expectations. Different contexts 
/ * * t > * 

give rise to different options precisely because different: patterns of schemata 
are "ac£iva£ed which ultimately lead to the Construction of 'different text worlds. 



Insert Figure 5 here. 



Through a dynamic transaction "between the knowledge domain of the author and 
"the context of situation, the writer is able to predict the register or meaning- • 
potential for a given setting. The register defines the range of possible meanings 
^and their linguistic forms which are typicaUy associated with a particular 

setting and sets parameters on which meanings and forms are selected from the 

* ■ * 

knowledge domain of the w-riter. From this perspective, the writer is never 

* " ' * ' ». * 

selecting wi£h complete freedom from all possible resources in the linguistic 
system. Instead, within this conceptual framewQrk* the production of text is 
viewed, as a process «of continuous choice and synthesis from among meanings aftd 
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.. • forms as defiried by the register. Those which are chosen and confirmed ultimately, fiind. 
realization in the text and in turn will constitute the 'environment for a further' ' 
t set of selections, Wef ore,- ? given a .particular context and ]a particular writer, * 
; there will be activated a constellation of strategies, expectations, and know-'. 
f ledge teeaugr'ande, 1980), those^ activated dependent on the background of .the writer 
and the ^cqntext of situation. - • \ 

' -LANGUAGE -UNIVERSAL NUMBER V. -THE STRATEGIES - Writers and readers employ, 
cognitive ana linguistic information processing strategies when creating meaSngs ' 
^ lltll/rlT' t^i ^ eSe \ trate g ies °P e "<- simultaneously and in a paralleHnf 
*kS™M , T EaCh Strategy UtiliZ6S 3 P artic "iar kind or unit of in- 
formation and produces a range of possible alternatives to account for the mean- « 
, ings and forms to be constructed. , V ' 

' * ' ■ ' ' ' '• 

^ ^ -Strategies are the cognitive and linguistic information processing. decisions ' , 
employed by writers when producing text; The strategies used and/their effect 1 
. on the text are ".the outcome "of ^series of interlocking choice's that arise 
from .the- context in which the' author Writes and the resources of experience, 
. linguistic and nonlinguisti'c, that the writer brings to the occasion" CBrit'ton . 
• Burgess, Martin, McLeod, & Rosen, 1975,> 28). Through' the utilization of these ' 
"mental operations, the. writer constructs a text world or co^itive structure, 
a configuration, of concepts and relations in a knowledge space tha't is composed ( 
propositions. This configuration of structured propositions is thenmapped onto) 
- , language'. Until recently, there have been few "attempts to delineate the strate- 
gies' involved in text iproduction.. However, advances %n theories of discourse ' 
comprehension utilizing macro and micropropositions and structures offer semantic . ^- 
and structural units which pan lje used to explain aspects of $he .composingjproqess. • 
Six strategies are being proposed to account for the construction of* 
•text: generating, expanding, integrating, "mapping, selecting,' and confirming. ' ' 
. All six of these strategies' involve the creation; selectiqn, manipulation, or 
rejection of propositions and the^r structures in some manner. y These semantic. ' 
operations take place within the short-term memory buffer and, while they will'. 
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be defined in a jsomewhat linear, < top-down fashion,^ the strategies operate 1 in < 

parallel and are interactive in ^ature,* eiach affecting and being affected by the 

I- ' ' ' • - : ' ' ^' 

m othersr, furthermore, th$ strategies cannot be considered ^s categorical, context- 
free rulek, But are sensitive tp such factors as the context, the evolving texV— 
and the writer experiences with the'process itself and with the topic, . 



>• - -t-; — — — 

Insert Figure 6 here. 



The first strategy of generating is a global operator* and involves the con- 

, sturction or selection by the writer of macrQp repositions which have been created 

* * 

from knowledge of a moife general nature drawn from l^ng-term memory. These • * 
prop&sitions, once they have been structured, form the global configuration of 

• ' ■ : 1 x . 

1 meaning for the text. Macropropositions and macrostructures are higher- level 
^ semantic or conceptual structures and units of meaning which assist the writer 

iWij^oing beyond the immediate local level during, text processing. While al^ struc- 
tures and conceptual units will be substantially redirected during subsequent 
text processing, the complexity of , text production would be, imppssible without 

these global units of meaning (Dij.k, 1977). ... v * 

\ , # ' % , 

I » * • * 

Using Che developing global configuration' pS meanfng, the macropropositions 

•/ 

are progressively specified by more particular subtopics as production proc^des. 

^ . * ^ ^ . ' ' <* - • 

The expanding strategy engenders, structures, and attaches micrdproposft'io^s * 

to^Che existing macropropositions'. 'these propositions elaborate, expand, and 

** * ^ 
extend th# global meanings uncTergirding the text. /This strategy is a local opera- 

tor in that it produces textual information of a more specific kind. TKe con- 

* « m > 

struction of these lo>cal uni£s of information comes about through the multiple 

v '» " * • / 

processing of a macropiroposition In the\ writer f s short-»term memory. Those points 

/ , in the text which are to. l>e more fully developed require given macropropositions . * 

to be recycled more often, and expanded upon by the writer through the N construction 

ibis ••■ v 1.; . • 10s • v ; 
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**of conceptually related microprppositions. ** 4 

v ; ' . . ^ * 

It has beeit' proposed by Beaugrande (1$80) and Halliday and' Hasan (1980) 

that performance in text processing 'depends' on the Extent of organization wfiidfi , - 

language users can impose' on the data being formulated during such processing. .'. 

Text structure must be imposed on th<£ proposition' constructed in order for a - 

• • - t | 

' text to be realized. As has been noted with the generating afid expanding stra- , 
• . t , ) . » 1 . " * * i 

tegies, as macro and .micropropositions are constructed within the evolving text 

world, they are constantly being structured in a conceptual manner. The writer ' 

/. . •■ - . • ' «x. * ' 

weaves these propositions into the. text, attaching them to conceptually related 
V . * ' 

I propositions and existing structures in an, attempt to produce internal tex't co- 'V 

herence.. This, is accomplished through the integrating strate'gy, a strategy ^which 

. 1 

also occurs on the macro and micro level. Tl|e macro level involves the structuring 
of^macrdpfopositfons and the micro. the integrati^ of micropropositions. 

MafrP*ng as a strategy involve^ putting concepts already in propositional form 
into ^sible language. These propositions, be they macro or micro » are 
put £nto short-term. memory and then mapped'onto, a. surf ^ce Representation. As 
compared to the^pfevious strategies which were conceptually basted, the\napping 
strategy is essentially linguistic, requiring the writer tV^ake choices from , * 
his or her pool of linguistic knowledge. x 

There are two basic kinds of choidfcs' involved in mapping. The first, and , 
by far most important, requires the writer to decide upon the syntactic structure V 
and wording in which/ to express the concepts,. Both' syntactic and lexical decisions 

involve a recipipcal relationship since neither ,ca& be mad£ independently of t^e 

4 - 

pther.* In both cases, however, it is the meanings contained within the propo- 

sitions which det^nnirie the selection of grammar and vocabulary, the. writer, 

having to 'decide if a given structure and^its^wording adequately captures 
the concepts within the propositions being mapped. j-' 

The second .kind of mapping involves the use of conventions. Conventions are 
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those arbitrary but culturally standardized surface level forms in which meanings 

*- ' • '" ' i & » 

and their. structures^are "expressed. Letter formation, Spelling, punctuation, and - 

^capitalization ate ^typically .considered as. subh^* * % 

Text production involves a sej^ie? of choices »on fhe part o5 the" writer, 

requiring Jhe selection of conceptual and linguistic, meanings and i;ormS fjom the 

<• /■ , ' 

"writer's, storehouse of world knowledge Thesfc'-choices are made frQm .the' register 

of meaning potential which has *been activated by. "the transaction between- the 
context of situation and the knowledge domain of the author. Not an isolate*!^ 
strategy, the strategy of selection ^involves choosipg front various options which 
have been constructed through generating, expanding, integrating, and mapping 
operations. Selection J.s therefore based on bhe concept that given an author's 
goals and intentions, there are usually a variety ^of meanifigs and forms which can- 
be used to meet these go&l^ and intensions. The writer must determine rthich ones 
are moslt appropriate, relevant, retrievable^ and over which there is control." 
All text production is tefotatfve and" provisional in' nature. As the «c#n-, 

struction of text evolves, .the writer must confirm or disconfirm , accept or k 

f * . ' * 

reject, the choices jrtiich have been previously mada. The entire proc&ss of „" 

writing therefore can &est be expressed as one of cpntinuous hygothesis-testing. 

. • ' ' ~' ' • * ' * ' 1 ^ i ' ■ ' 

At any pqint in time, the schemata instantiated, the /Internal evolving text, world, ■ 

and the graphic display constructed are only predictions. Confirming is intimately 
linked to the selecting strategy since selecting is "the choosing -from a variety of 
possibilities and confinaii^g i^* the final acceptance*, of the choice. If a con- 
firmation cannot»be made, those-strategies relevant to tffe part of the text being 
\disconfirme£ are reactivate^ and new options constructed and "chosen frofii. 

LANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 4 : THE TEXT PROCESSOR. ; -Text comprehension* and 
production are guided byar central limited capacity processor whi^h monitors and 
allocates the respurce9^f the system, synthesizes the data being processed, and 

• keeps a running account of the alternate meanings and structures until such time 
that one is* selected for realization in the cognitive text world**or the graphic 
display • ' , . * * 
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The* operation of strategies during text pro^essMg is guided'bjLa c^nttal- 
limited capacity prpcessor. A primary responsibility of .the processor is to / 



/ adequately allocate the limited resources of the system among various activities 
, fAdams & Colliris', 1977). This cybernectic system, operates da a thermostat, dia-<*,* 
tributing resources, and attentipn selectively, wtill,e t disattfending oth&r aspects, 

# . * . % - • < - • . ■ 1 ' . '\ ?; ' * ' 

'of* text' production. .The system is capable of adapting to outside influences* 7. 
***** % * * ' / ) 

thtbugh self- regulation, its main objective being that £t maintaining stability. * 

^ (Beaugrande, 1980). Since resources in the system, are lidlited,' activities sub- > 

serving the, same end' must compete for attention and resources, ^hen processing 

*V demands" cannqt be iqet, parts oi'the System will shut down' In 'order to avoid this, 

the processor must juggle and ^nt;egrate the multiple constraints Jd&*knowled£e. # and 

- a' * . * ^ * - 

■ resources .available'?^ it. * • - - - , " , 

-r— . ■ \ ' * 

• / Insert Figure 7 here. ' * ' ^ 

% /M production of discourse evoives, hypotheses for the text are constructed 
^t all Revels of processing, the process £j£self. bein| interactive and recursive 
in nature* This in^j^t^pn b^ween, processing levels : is . conceived pf as the 
result of two basic of processing, .bottom-up and .fep-down, and'as running 

in parallel, /each level cons tartly, consult ing .the others 7 A running and ordered 
list, of „bypd 'theses ig^ke^t by tftg text processor with various aspects of* the 
Hiessage analyzed, in mutual cooperation^ shifts and consultations occuring in all. 
directions. Thosfe. hypotheses receiving the most reinforcement and support from 
^ther exisiting hyp9theses at all ^>t her leyels are the most likely 'candidates to * 
•find realization in the text.. ^JS^ste hypotheses "which .another 'stage of analysis , 

have shown* to be improbably *a£e subsequently discarded (Rutoeihart , 1977). ' 

* " ' . ' ' ' \ ' ' * * . ' . 

SLANGUAGE UNIVERSAL NUMBER 5: ,THE EVOLVING TEXT.. . The processing of text A in 

reading and writing is guided by the pre^ous discourse p^ccessed and the current 

Cognitive text worlds which have ■ resulted from, as well as f . guided, such processing. 
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There arefctwo types of texts which are evolved during the writing process, 



one which resides in the mind of the author and one which' is presented in the 

v m ■ . v *\ 

jape 



graphic cjisplay on the papei?^ Bath serve sipdlar^unct^ons as the discourse un- 
;folds, constraining, and supporting the language^us^r in w£ys which are similar to 

that of' 'the context of situation. ' The text WhjWtyas Jeeen produced at 'any given^ 

• • * • * * * a* 

point acts as a context: for the text which is to follow, shaping the available ' - P 

'•*♦■> * j . % # , ~ „ 

options, ^and detepdrig and limiting what meanings and^Jtatflctures can^be expressed 
Nn$xt. ■ # , m * / -y ■ — 

^sThe relationship between the two texts becomes especialLy important when 
writers are in^lve'd in production tasks calling for thej*manipulating, relating, 

or structuring of propositions in new anci nove^ ways. Under' these conditions, 

* • » * _» 

the ^writer's internal text may be„ in flux^ £harig£ng- rap'i^ly f rom moment Jtb ftoment. 

Due to this rapid change, Jthe\wr£ter t *iay "loose his or her place" cognitively! 

k ' ' . * * ■ V • * ' V 

To ^regain control over the text, the writer can scan the^fisual display and retrieve 

the major idea bef redeveloped. The External text thus serves as an <*xtern^l 

• ^ .-' . • . 

memo # ry cue, assiting the writer -"find ffis or her place" in the proc 



)cess. 



4 ' 'At the same^time th^t thejre exists this ^dynaioic relationship between^ 
internal amf r- e3n^rnal texts, 'there is a similayreiationship between the process 
o$ writing and the evoJ^ped product at any p o ir ^3^4 ime ' T ^ ie P r 9^ ess mov£s the 
product forward &y Extending and developing the ideas expressed. Likewise, # 
the product supports an8 drives the ^rofcess by supplying, available .data for the 
process ahd thus lessening^the use of processing resourcfe£ intone arfca of p*ro- 
tfi^ion/ Ij^turn, this allows resources^ to be available for 'other aspects"of 
the production task which may he in need of more attention.. 

In corlclusion, it fres been the intent of this paper to build theoretical * 

t m * * 

links between the reading and writing "processes, This has been attempted through 

f 1 • 



\ . . , , Stephen B. Kucer 

" v 

the generation c?f% writing theory which is based upon constructs* common to 'both 
processes of writing an4 reading. There are dangers when insights and knowledge 
in such intimately related areas of, language processing are not shared and 
developed in mutual cooperation. Hopefully this J>ape\ has begun to build a bridge 
between the reading and writing processes. 
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^Figure 1. . Comparison of approaches to 
theorizing (Stein'er, 1978, 
♦ p. 20). 
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■** Figftre 2.' Theory model's approach 
(Steiner, 1978, p. 19). 
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'Figure 4. Schema building; and transformations 
during the writing process. „ * 
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Figure 5. Contextual constraints influencing text. 
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Figure 7. The text processor. 
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